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ABSTRACT 
Quade, Wayne M., M.S., Winter 1977 Resource Conservation 
Recreational Desires of Snowmobilers in the Vicinity of 
Missoula, Montana (67 pp.) 
This study was an exploratory investigation of snowmo-
biler preferences toward management activities. Users 
were surveyed for their preferences for social interaction, 
facilities, controls, and types of high and low social 
scorers. 
The study area was within a radius of approximately fifty 
miles from Missoula, Montana. A non-probability sampling 
method was used with a pretested questionnaire. 
Snowmobilers were found to have diverse views but gen­
erally were in favor of most facilities and controls. The 
most notable exceptions were snowmobile registration and 
commercial activity. 
The user groupings were verified and found to be fairly 
predictable. Similarities of preferences were found within 
the user groupings. Some of this information showed that 
club members generally had a greater preference for group 
and family activities and tended to travel in larger groups 
than did non-club members. 
These results should be useful in making land-use manage­
ment decisions. They should be most helpful, however, as a 
basis for further inquiry. 
Director: Sidney S. Frissell 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Snowmobiling has become a very popular sport around 
the Missoula, Montana area. The impact of this sport has 
been felt physically, socially, and economically. Its 
current and projected rate of growth is such that some mea­
sures may have to be taken to cope with possible problems 
and to provide a quality recreational experience. Public 
land managers have consequently started to include consid­
eration of snowmobilers in their planning. Snowmobile 
trails and some user facilities are currently being provided 
in some areas. 
There have, however, been few studies to determine what 
management activities, if any, are desired by snowmobilers 
themselves. Information from such studies is needed if man­
agers are to provide not only what is necessary or compatible 
with other uses, but what is acceptable to the snowmobiler 
as well. 
The objectives of this study were to identify snowmo­
biler preferences toward management activities and to iden­
tify possible user preference groupings. Such information 
is basic in identifying the needs of snowmobilers both for 
recreational planning and for further study. 
] 
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This study revolved around the question: Do user group­
ings or attitudinal norms exist among snowiuobilers with regard 
to preferences toward social involvement, public facilities, 
controls, and types of areas for snowmobiling? Social in­
volvement involves the degree of preference for family and 
group activities and meeting others when out snowmobiling. 
The study set out in an exploratory direction attempting to 
survey as broad a sample of diverse preferences as possible 
(Festinger and Katz, 1953; Selltiz et al., 1964). First, 
snowmobilers were observed and interviewed in person. Next, 
a more specific questionnaire method was used. Finally, the 
questionnaire responses were analyzed in light of the study 
obj ectives. 
The attempt to identify group differences among snow­
mobilers is important. It will help to identify a demand 
structure to more accurately describe the snowmobiler popu 
lation. If the recreational preferences of snowmobilers are 
not truly homogeneous, the knowledge of group differences 
will lead to more accurate planning to fit the needs of the 
various groupings. Such a breakdown of the aggregate is 
necessary to establish specific desires and needs (Tatham and 
Dornoff, 1971; Klausner, 1971; Witt, 1971). 
All user classes or preference norms cannot be seen 
beforehand, but a few may be predicted. In light of this, 
the following groupings were chosen for comparison analysis: 
Those of high or low social preference (snov/mobiling with a 
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lot or a few other people), and those either belonging or 
not belonging to a snowmobile club. The following questions 
were, therefore, specifically considered: 
1) Do the opinions of snowmobilers differ in regard 
to snowmobiling facilities, controls, areas, and 
social activities? 
2) Do those snowmobilers who favor either social or 
non-social activities have different desires con­
cerning snowmobiling facilities, controls, and 
areas ? 
3) Do the desires of snowmobile club members toward 
snowmobiling facilities, controls, and social activ­
ities differ from those of non-club members? 
It is hoped the answers to the questions posed by the 
study will have application to both recreational planning 
and further inquiry. If snowmobiler preferences are found 
to be fairly homogeneous, specific planning may be more 
adaptable to all snowmobilers and sampling can be narrower. 
If snowmobile user classes or preference categories are found 
significant, further sampling and planning may have to take 
these into account. Knowing the structure of group prefer­
ences may aid in the process of planning a diversified, yet 
balanced, recreation design for snowmobilers (Tatham and 
Dornoff, 1971; Witt, 1971). It will also be helpful in pre­
dicting the user reactions to various management decisions 
(Hendee et al., 1968). 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Snowmobiling, as a relatively new sport, has not been 
widely studied. Information about snowmobiler preference 
is particularly limited. A review of other recreational 
preference studies, therefore, is useful. 
Classification of User Preference Studies 
Studies dealing with user preference can be classified 
under four broad headings: attendance-counting studies, 
activity participation studies, user preference and satis­
faction studies, and behavioral characteristics studies 
(Reid, 1966). The last two are of specific concern to the 
present study. 
User preference and satisfaction studies are designed 
to probe opinions of recreationists with the primary purpose 
being to reveal if the recreationist desires the existing 
situation or some alternative. Behavioral characteristics 
studies attempt to group recreationists into groups of simi 
lar characteristics or goals. The greatest advantage of 
these studies is that they most closely identify basic 
motivation involved in recreationist choices. 
4 
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User Preference and Satisfaction Studies 
All too often use is accepted as synonymous with satis­
faction (Reid, 1966). Information about the user provided 
by preference or satisfaction studies, however, may prove to 
be a better criterion for decision making. Such opinion 
studies, furthermore, can permit the analysis of both exist­
ing and hypothetical situations. They also involve the oppor­
tunity for negative opinions as well as positive ones. A 
further advantage is that they can be used for studies involv­
ing both recreation visitors and non-visitors or in comparing 
the two (Reid 1966) . 
These studies are limited, however, by the subjective 
evaluations of the participating recreationists. Their 
opinions tend to vary according to their different yardsticks 
of evaluation as well as possible exaggeration (Reid, 1966; 
Prendergast, 1963). 
Representative of user preference and satisfaction 
studies are those of Alden (1965) and Price (1965). Both 
studies involved tlie use of interviews with campground recrea­
tionists, investigated their preferences and socioeconomic 
data, and used compilational analysis techniques. Neither 
study was concerned with identifying user groupings, but 
Alden did identify age groups represented by his study and 
Price classified his data according to administering agency, 
Tliese studies, therefore, identified averaged population 
structures. 
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Behavioral Characteristics Studies 
Behavioral characteristics studies attempt to identify 
similar characteristics, values, and motivations among 
recreationists. This information may prove useful in pre­
dicting user demands, user reaction to certain variables, 
or just in getting to know the recreationist better. 
A good example of this type of study is that of Hendee 
et al. (1968), In it, Hendee examined the attitudes of wilder­
ness users, including their management preferences. A "wil-
dernism-urbanism attitude test" was developed in order to pre­
dict the wilderness-purist tendencies of respondents. The 
respondents' attitude scores were then related to other ques­
tionnaire data to determine the extent to which "wilderness-
purists" differed from other users. Factor analyses were run 
on the data to determine tlie attitude dimensions and response 
patterns of the respondents. The resulting attitude norms 
were useful in helping to understand the data, but also proved 
quite similar to those of other studies involving the appeals 
of wilderness. 
Neulinger and Breit (1971) also studied recreationist 
attitudes. Data were factor analyzed for leisure attitude 
factors and compared to a previous study by the same authors 
in 1969. The comparison proved the attitude factors to be 
quite stable. 
An activity preference structure was established in the 
studies of Bishop (1970) and Witt (1971). IVitt analyzed the 
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activity preferences o f  high school youth in three communi 
ties and compared the resulting activity structure with that 
of adults in these same communities as determined by Bishop. 
Several factors were found to be similar, and the differences 
in the remaining factors were discussed in terms of the dif­
fering roles that various activities may play in satisfying 
the "need states" of the two groups. 
Public preference for landscapes was indirectly studied 
by Shafer, et al. (1969) with the use of photographs. Quanti­
tative variables within these photographs were used to set up 
a mathematical model of landscape preferences which accounted 
for 66 percent of the variation in preference scores. The 
predictability and versatility of the initial mathematical 
model was further strengthened in a study by Shafer and Tooby 
(1973) conducted in Scotland. 
The Snowmobiler User 
Results from studies of snowmobilers were largely con­
fined to the population of snowmobilers as a whole without 
indication of inter-group differences. These results showed 
wide variation, but did describe certain trends. They showed 
that snowmobilers ride primarily for pleasure (McDaniel, 
1972) . They also showed that snowmobilers were usually middle 
age and middle income or blue collar workers (Directional Mar­
keting Company, 1970) who were married and went snowmobiling 
with their families, but were usually not snowmobile club 
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members (American Snowmobile Association, 1969). Although 
this pattern represented the average snowmobiler, it was in­
fluenced by the general population structure of the country. 
A change in the national population structure may bring a 
corresponding change among snowmobilers. 
A phone survey by Conklin in 1972 showed that 21 percent 
of those surveyed in the Missoula area have participated in 
snowmobiling, 10 percent having gone at least five times. 
Most snowmobiling was done on the weekends (84 percent) or 
on vacations (78 percent). 
Further information about snowmobilers was gathered in 
a study by Mahoney (1973) of winter recreation conflicts. The 
study was confined to the interviewing of recreationists 
within the upper Rattlesnake and Lolo Pass areas near Missoula, 
Montana. 
Mahoney characterized motorized recreationists (snow­
mobilers) generally as being gregarious and insensitive to 
crowding. He confirmed the idea (cited from literature) that 
motorized recreationists either were indifferent to or enjoyed 
meeting non-mechanized recreationists. In his study more 
than three-fourths of the snowmobilers felt that the number 
of non-motorized groups seen did not matter. Only three 
snowmobilers preferred to see less than seven non-motorized 
groups. Intra-group conflict among snowmobilers was also 
very low. Only 7 percent indicated that they had seen too 
many other snowmobile groups. Fifty-three percent of those 
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snowmobilers seeing other snowmobilers when out riding were 
neutral or indifferent, 45 percent liked their presence, and 
one response was negative. Furthermore, only 2 percent dis­
liked having met other snowmobilers, and only 2 percent had 
specific complaints about snowmobilers encountered. 
Socialization and companionship were concluded by Mahoney 
to be important satisfactions derived by snowmobilers. While 
most did not mind the presence of other snowmobilers or other 
recreationists in an area, many actually preferred it. Many 
snowmobilers indicated that possible help in the event of a 
machine breakdown was a further reason for their preference 
for other snowmobilers in the area. 
Mahoney pointed out that although conflicts among snow­
mobilers and non-motorized recreationists were mainly due to 
the noise of snowmobiles, a variety of additional factors 
pointing to a clash of norms also existed. Conflicts of 
snowmobilers with non-motorized recreationists appeared to be 
greater near automobile access points and on trails. These 
conflicts, he suggested, can be alleviated by spatially zoning' 
snowmobilers and non-motorized recreationists from each other. 
Knopp and Tyger (1973), in another study of snowmobiler 
conflicts, compared the attitudes of snowmobilers with those / 
\/ 
of ski-tourers. The study revealed a consistent and sighifi 
cant difference in attitudes toward the environment and public 
land management. 
The Minnesota Snowmobile Survey, conducted by the 
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Minnesota Department o f  Conservation (1970), gave some good 
insight into the preferences of snowmobilers for snowmobile 
trails. This survey was conducted in April 1970 from a 
sample of 10,000 registered snowmobile owners contacted 
through a mail survey. It showed that 75 percent of the 
respondents preferred cross-country trails, although only 
61 percent of respondents said they presently used them. 
About 30 percent of the respondents showed a preference for 
"large open areas (lakes, fields, etc.)." The majority of 
the cross-country trail users also preferred a trail that 
returns via a different route. The study, therefore, recom­
mended that the trail be located in such a way as to link up 
with other trails which would provide different return routes. 
The study also recommended that major loop trails should be 
15 to 25 miles in length with alternative cutoffs for shorter 
trips or emergencies. The only supportive data for the length 
of trail recommendation, however, was the approximately four 
hours calculated for the time an average snowmobiler spent 
snowmobiling on an average weekend day and the approximately 
three hours he spent on an average weekday. 
The survey showed that in order to get to these trails 
most snowmobilers would travel up to 100 miles from home for 
a weekend trip, but preferred to remain within 50 miles for 
one day trips. Generally, however, those who preferred to 
snowmobile in large open areas were not as willing to travel 
as far to get to their preferred areas as would those who 
preferred cross-country trails. 
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Another interesting thing to be noted is that since 
about 87 percent of the respondents snowmobiled in their 
own counties, the type of area they snowmobiled in was influ­
enced heavily by what was most available there. This helps 
to explain the data showing heavy use of private lands in 
some counties and heavy use of public lands in others. 
The Minnesota survey also included data on preference 
for marked trails, trail maps, and trail shelters. Marked 
trails were favored by approximately 70 percent of the study 
respondents, but shelters and warming houses along the trails 
were judged by 73 percent to be unnecessary. Although the 
majority of trail users (55 percent) only stated that trail 
maps were "nice," the others indicated by a 2:1 ratio that 
such maps would be more necessary than not. 
A further interesting fact brought out by this survey 
was that 49 percent of the snowmobile owners sampled claimed 
at least one driver of their machine under 16 years of age. 
Overall they indicated an average of one young driver for 
every machine registered. 
A few useful facts on snowmobiler preferences toward 
management can also be gleaned from several other surveys. 
The survey by McDaniel (1972) of snowmobilers in the area 
around Missoula, Montana, showed that 88 percent thought 
that snowmobilers should be restricted from certain areas. 
In the earlier survey by tlie American Snowmobile Association 
(1969) most snowmobilers indicated that cross-country racing 
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should be held to a length of 30 miles. This seems to com­
pare favorably with the recommendation of the Minnesota 
Snowmobile Survey (Minnesota Department of Conservation, 
1970) for loop trails of 15 to 25 miles in length. 
CHAPTER III 
INVESTIGATION PROCEDURE 
An area within an approximate radius o£ fifty miles of 
Missoula was chosen for study. This included most of the 
places used by snowmobilers in the vicinity of Missoula. 
Nonprobability sampling (Selltiz et al., 1964) was used 
to overcome the difficulty of obtaining a representative 
sampling for this area. In using this method, the attempt 
was made to survey as many different types of users under as 
many different conditions as possible. The study thus at­
tempted to identify qualitatively rather than quantitatively 
some of the many and various desires of snowmobilers. The 
results of the survey, therefore, are more significant in 
revealing the various preferences and trends of the chosen 
sample than strict compilation of numerical data. 
Sampling Methods 
Investigation involved the use of a survey questionnaire 
of user attitudes toward social involvement, public facili­
ties, controls (management/legal), and types of areas. It 
was filled out by the user himself. 
The use of a questionnaire offered the greatest possi 
bility of a wide and diverse sampling. This was mainly due 
13 
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to the various methods of dispersal that could be used. It 
helped to increase the number o£ questionnaires dispersed, 
the randomness of the sampling, the variability of the con­
ditions of dispersal, and the chances of sampling a wide 
variety of snowmobilers. 
The method of dispersal was by mail. The mailing list 
used was obtained by a preliminary survey involving personal 
contact with as wide a variety of snowmobilers as possible 
within the study area. The second method involved personally 
handing out questionnaires and placing them on automobile 
windshields. A third method involved leaving questionnaires 
to be picked up at a few gathering spots used by snowmobilers. 
The survey questionnaire also had the advantage of allow­
ing you to ask more questions and of allowing the questionee 
to respond in the more relaxed and reflective atmosphere of 
his home. The main disadvantage of the use of self-administered 
questionnaires (filled out by the respondent) was the possibility 
of bias (providing improper information) in the returns. Any 
study using questionnaire responses is necessarily subject to 
respondent politicking, varying moods of the respondent, and 
lack of accurate respondent self-analysis. Non-responders 
and non-solicitees, furthermore, are not represented. Their 
answers could differ significantly as shown in studies of 
wilderness users and others (Cochran, 1963; Wenger, 1964; 
Wenger and Gregrersen, 1964; Lucas and Oltman, 1971), but no 
evidence is yet available relating to snowmobile users. 
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Data Analysis 
The data analysis revolved around the question; "Do 
user preference groupings or attitudinal norms exist among 
snowmobilers in regard to preferences toward social involve­
ment, public facilities, controls, and types of areas for 
snowmobiling?" 
The first step involved subjectively identifying user 
desire groupings or classes. Some of the possible groupings 
were: snowmobile club members and non-members, urban and 
rural snowmobilers, public and private land users, family 
and non-family riders, trail users, open area users, racers, 
group users, lone users, users indicating either high or low 
social preferences, and snowmobilers using their vehicle 
for work activities. The groupings selected for analysis 
were club members, non-club members, high social scorers, 
and low social scorers. The high and low social scorers 
were based upon responses to question 1.17 (the number of 
people they prefer to meet when snowmobiling) and question 
Ill.f (Do they go snowmobiling to get away from people?) 
(see Appendix A). It was decided that grouping together 
the strongest positive and negative responses to these two 
questions would be the best way of deciding which respondents 
tended toward high social preferences and which ones toward 
low social preferences. A high social scorer would, there­
fore, be one who preferred to meet over twelve people while 
snowmobiling and had not indicated that he went snowmobiling 
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to get away from people, A low social scorer was one who 
preferred not to meet any others while snowmobiling and had 
indicated that he went snowmobiling to get away from people. 
The groupings thus selected for analysis were based on 
their predictive significance and their relevance to further 
research. The other possible groupings lacked enough direct 
data to make their analysis as significant. 
In order to evaluate the significance of the selected 
groupings on the preferences of snowmobilers, each grouping 
was compared with its opposite for differences and similari 
ties. Thus snowmobile club members were evaluated against 
non-club members and high social scorers against low social 
scorers. These comparisons aided in defining the parameters 
of both group similarities and differences. 
Adaptable questionnaire responses within these groupings 
were further matched with each other for significant differ­
ences using the chi square test of independence (Welkowitz 
et al., 1971J at the 95 percent significance level. Those 
questions rejecting the null hypothesis (that there are no 
significance differences between the groups) were specifically 
of interest because of their strong support for the chosen 
groupings. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION 
The investigation o£ user preferences toward management 
activities was carried out during the winter season of 1970-
71. Several methods of dispersal were used resulting in 118 
returned questionnaires. A sample questionnaire with the 
tallied responses is included in Appendix A. 
General Results 
de variety of snowmobilers was sampled. This was 
ed by the following polarities: those who snow-
rictly for sport and those who snowmobile strictly 
snowmobile club members and non-members; family 
amily users; urban and rural snowmobilers; and 
and those preferring social activities. Snowmobile 
re also included. The club members represented 
1 clubs and a regional snoi\miobiling association 
Work activities involving snowmobile use included 
farm work, timber and game work, exploration, trans-
, scientific work, and emergency aid (Table 2). A 
wide variety of snowmobiling activities and reasons for enjoy­
ment was also given among the free responses (Tables 3 and 4). 
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TABLE 1 
SNOWMOBILE CLUBS REPRESENTED 
Number of 
Responses 
Seeley Lake Drift Riders 9 
Missoula Snowgoers 8 
Bitterroot Ridge Runners 6 
W.S.A. 2 
Gallatin Valley Snowmobile Association 2 
Lolo Snowmobile Club 1 
Snow Drifters, Grangeville, Idaho 2 
Lookout Mountain Sky Riders 1 
Ridge Runners Club, Priest Lake, Idaho 1 
TABLE 2 
WORK ACTIVITIES 
Free Response Categories Number of 
^ ^ Responses 
Ranch or farm work 6 
Forestry 6 
Work transportation 5 
Fish and game observations 2 
Rescue of lost and injured 2 
Scientific work (stability mechanisms) 2 
Mining and exploration of minerals 2 
Installation and maintenance of broadcasting 
equipment I 
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TABLE 3 
TYPES OF RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES 
„ „ r- ^ • Humber o£ 
Free Response Categories „ ^ ^ Responses 
Fishing 18 
Family recreation 10 
Sight-seeing (scenic and wildlife) 6 
Racing 5 
Commuting to cabin in winter 5 
Group riding 4 
Picnicking 4 
Exercise 3 
Exploring new country 3 
Hunting 3 
Skiing 3 
Access to high country 2 
Pleasure riding 2 
Attending races 2 
Snowshoeing 2 
Cross-country 
Trail riding 
Club activities 
Hill climbing 
Big game photography 
Visiting neighbors 
Follow the leader, etc. 
Trapping 
Sleighriding 
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TABLE 4 
REASONS FOR ENJOYMENT 
r n o - Number o£ 
Free Response Categories Responses 
Pleasure (pleasure; satisfying; enjoyment; fun; 
thrill) 38 
Scenery (scenery; beauty) 25 
Access (access to areas and scenery; ease of 
travel) 20 
Activity (something to do in winter; makes winter 
enjoyable; getting outdoors) 18 
Family recreation (family recreation; a mutual 
family activity; family enjoyment) 17 
Appreciation (appreciation or enjoyment of winter, 
outdoors, or nature) 15 
Companionship (getting out with friends; get to 
know eacli other; meet new people; fellowship) 14 
Freedom (feeling free; freedom of movement, travel, 
or access) 13 
Fresh air (fresh air and sunshine; wind in face) 13 
Exercise (exercise; invigorating; therapeutic; 
exercise for older people) 12 
Sporting (sporting; challenge; racing; speed; 
sport for older people) 12 
Utility (facilitate other sports and activities; 
work; beats walking) 7 
Solitude (solitude; to get away from people) 6 
Exploration (go new places; see new country and 
scenery; adventure; exploring hunting areas) 5 
Health (healthful recreation; keepsyou young; 
prevent pressure breakdowns) 4 
Relaxation (relaxation; exhaust tension) 4 
Operation of machine (easy; variety; regardless 
of age; youngsters can learn) 4 
Escape (get away from everyday life, hectic life 
of town, or routine) 3 
Peace (quiet; serene and tranquil forests) 3 
Enjoy wildlife (enjoy wildlife; photograph animals) 3 
Attitude (healthy outlook on life) 1 
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Most o£ them involved enjoyment, but they also varied from 
exercise to relaxation and from meeting new people to 
getting out by yourself. 
The questionnaire returns indicated a wide dispersal 
(Table 5). Although at least 39 percent came from Missoula 
proper, many of the communities around Missoula were repre­
sented. Questionnaire returns also came from Idaho and as 
far as Anatone. Washington. A late return (therefore un­
counted) even came in from Anoka, Minnesota. This indicated 
not only a wide geographical origin of snowmobilers utilizing 
the study area, but a wide dispersal of questionnaire returns 
as well (mailed questionnaires were sent only within the 
study area). 
A summary of the sno^vmobile survey showed that respondents 
ranged in age from 9 to 7 2 years and had spent an average of 
3.4 years snowmobiling. The average number of snowmobiles 
owned per family was 1.8. Sno^vmobilers went out in groups 
averaging 7.4 people and 5.9 snowmobiles. Seventy-three per­
cent of the respondents also belonged to snowmobiling clubs. 
Respondents spent an average of 6.7 hours during weekdays 
and 9.1 hours on weekends snowmobiling. The number of hours 
spent out at a time averaged 6.2. About 32 percent of the 
respondents snowmobiled in the mornings, 42 percent in the 
afternoons, and 26 percent in the evenings. Approximately 
18 percent of tlie total snowmobiling time took place after 
dark. An average of 39 miles was indicated for round-trip 
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TABLE 5 
PLACE OF RESIDENCE 
Town or area 
Number o£ 
Responses 
Missoula, MT 
Seeley Lake, MT 
47 
9 
6 
4 
4 
2 
2 
2 
Hamilton, MT 
Superior, MT 
Greenough, MT 
Lolo, MT 
Clinton, MT 
Lewiston, ID 
Marshall Grade, MT 
Milltown, MT 
Haugan, MT 
Darby, MT 
Alberton, MT 
Evaro, MT 
Goldcreek, MT 
Dillon, MT 
St. Regis, MT 
Ovando, MT 
Thompson Falls, MT 
Bozeman, MT 
Livingston, MT 
Butte, MT 
Powell R. S., ID 
Kellogg, ID 
St. Maries, ID 
Grangeville, ID 
Kooskia, ID 
Priest Lake, ID 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 
Salmon, ID 
Anatone, Washington 
Anaka, Minnesota 
23 
touring distance, about 28 miles of this being trail miles. 
About 79 percent of the time that respondents spent 
snowmobiling was on public lands. This most likely reflects 
the predominance of national forest land in the survey area. 
Snowmobilers also showed an average of 34 miles traveled to 
get to a snowmobiling area and a willingness to travel an 
average of 38 miles to get to a developed snowmobiling area. 
Results of Groupings 
The majority of questionnaire responses were grouped 
into four areas of inquiry; social preference, facility 
preference, control preferences, and area preferences. The 
results within each of these groupings were then compiled 
into scores for total respondents, snowmobile club members, 
non-club members, high social scorers, and low social scorers. 
The club members were then compared against the non-club mem­
bers and high social scorers against the low social scorers. 
This information is tabulated in Appendix B. It is further 
presented in the text in the form of bar graphs for ease of 
comparison, 
A few questions have totals that add up to slightly more 
than 100 percent due to the rounding off of figures and dual 
response answers, but these are largely insignificant. The 
graphs are further arranged in a descending order of maximum 
positive value for the total respondents and maximum differ­
ential of positive values for the comparative graphs (e.g.. 
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club versus non-club members or high versus low social 
scorers) . 
Social Preferences 
Among the total respondents, family riding and family-
recreation were the most favored activities (Figure 1). A 
large percentage of respondents expressed the general desire 
for meeting few people when snowmobiling. This was indicated 
by the responses to several questions. A large number of 
positive responses were indicated for the desire to meet few 
people both in open areas and on trails, along with a large 
number of negative responses for meeting a lot of people in 
both open areas and on trails. Also, about 50 percent of 
respondents indicated that they had left an area because of 
overcrowding and about 45 percent of respondents indicated 
that a reason for going snovvinobiling was to get away from 
people. Figure 2 shows more specifically the numbers of 
people which the respondents preferred to meet when snow­
mobiling, About 40 percent of responses were in the 0 persons 
category and the 1-2 and 3-6 person categories each had about 
20 percent. 
Although a good number of snowmobilers indicated a cer­
tain aversion to meeting a lot of other people when snowmobil­
ing, data also indicated that snowmobilers do snowmobile in 
groups. Responses showed an average of about six snowmobiles 
and Ih people to a party (Figure 3), Close to 45 percent of 
.5a 
.a. 
. 2 .  
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Questions 
Family riding 
Family recreation 
Open area with few 
people 
Left an area because 
of overcrowding 
Meeting few people 
on a trail 
5b. Group activities 
.f. Get away from people-' 
.4. Club member 
.1. Open area with a lot 
of people, but not 
crowded 
.5c. Organized racing 
.3. Meeting a lot of " 
people on a trail 
I 1= % Favor = % Oppose 
* = Interpolated from response and non-response answers 
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1 
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1 
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Figure 1. General Social Preferences (Total Respondents) 
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number of people 
Figure 2. Number of People Respondents Prefer to Meet 
(Total Respondents) 
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respondents further indicated that they liked group activi­
ties and about 27 percent vvere actually snowmobile club 
members (Figure 1). 
Club members indicated a stronger preference for group 
activities than did non-club members (Figure 4). They also 
were not as opposed to meeting a lot of people on the trail. 
Furthermore, club members indicated more of a willingness to 
meet larger numbers of people when snowmobiling (Figure 5). 
The average size of snowmobiling parties among club members 
was also larger than that of the non-club members (Figure 6) . 
By definition, "high social scorers"were those respon­
dents who preferred to see over twelve people when they were 
snowmobiling and gave no indication that they went snowmobil 
ing to get away from people (Figures 7 and 8). "Low social 
scorers," on the other hand, were defined as those respondents 
who would rather meet no one else while snowmobiling and indi 
cated that one of their reasons for snowmobiling was to get 
away from people. By these criteria 9 percent of the respon­
dents were considered high social scorers and 14 percent low 
social scorers. 
These criteria were also reinforced by responses to 
several other questions. Meeting a lot of other people, 
either on trails or in open areas, was more highly favored 
by high social scorers than low social scorers (Figure 7). 
High social scorers also were more apt to be snowmobile 
club members, less likely to leave an area because of over-
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Questions 
I.f. Set away from people 
(by definition) 
1.3. Meeting a lot of 
people on a trail 
1.1. Open area with a lot 
of people but not 
crowded 
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crowding, and more inclined toward group activities than were 
the low social scorers. High social scorers, furthermore, 
went snowmobiling in larger parties than did low social 
scorers (Figure 9). 
Facility Preferences 
Most of the facilities mentioned in the user questionnaire 
were favored by the respondents (Figure 10). Cross-country 
trails and information and danger signs were the most favored 
facilities as indicated by the favorable responses of about 80 
percent on these questions. Commercial facilities, on the 
other hand, proved quite unpopular. Perhaps the term "commer­
cial" brought with it suggestions of undesirable developments. 
Although rest shelters and race courses were also more favored 
than not, the large number of "doesn't matter" responses 
seemed to indicate that these facilities would be in the least 
demand of those favored by a majority of snowmobilers. 
Cross-country trails with different return routes and 
those connecting open areas were highly favored by snowmo­
bilers. They were not as enthusiastic about those which go 
and return by the same route, however, and they were generally 
opposed to anything requiring pickup. The statement "pickup 
service required" may suggest a form of commercialism. 
Roads and trails were frequently mentioned among the 
free responses wiiich were volunteered on the questionnaires 
(Table 6) . Roads were mentioned the most frequently as snow-
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Quest ions 
1.13.  Cross-country t ra i ls /  
d i f ferent  return routes 
1.27.  
1.14.  
Informat ion and danger 
s igns 
Cross-country t ra i ls /  
connect ing open areas 
1.29.  Tra i l  and snovjmobi le area 
brochures 
1.16.  Marked t ra i ls  
1.21.  More park ing areas (Yes-
No responses only)  
1.19.  Sani tary fac i l i t ies 
1.26.  Tra i l  regist ry  boxes 
1.28.  Emergency patro ls  
1.17.  Rated t ra i ls  
1.25.  Large park ing s i tes 
1.31.  Right-of -ways across 
pr ivate land 
1.34.  Specia l  snowmobi l ing 
areas 
1.12.  Cross-country t ra i ls /  
same return routes 
1.24.  Emergency supply caches 
1.22.  Rest  shel ters 
1.18.  Picnic areas 
1.21.  Cross-country race 
courses 
1.20.  Race courses/open areas 
1.30.  Commercia l  snowmobi l ing 
areas 
1.15.  Cross-country t ra i ls /point - to-
point  (p ickup serv ice req.)  
1.23.  Commercia l  ref reshment areas 
too 40 60 20 80 
x::! 
20 40 bO 20 60 40 
I  I= % Favor 
= % Oppose 
F igure 10.  Faci l i ty  Preference Responses (Tota l  Respondents)  
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TABLE 6 
TRAIL TYPE PREFERENCE 
r. r, n ^ • Numbcr o£ Free Response Categories „ 
^ ^ Responses 
Roads 15 
Unplowed logging roads 4 
Marked trails 4 
Mountain trail 3 
Hills with trails 2 
Loop trails 
Unbroken trails 
Winding trails 
Rough trails 
Trails to lakes 
mobile trails, especially logging roads. Other suggestions 
were that the trails be loop trails, wind, be in mountainous 
areas, and be marked. 
Snowmobile group preferences for facilities did not 
categorize as well. There seemed to be many exceptions. 
It was interesting to note that snowmobile club members and 
high social scorers tended more often to have a higher pref­
erence for facilities than did non-club members or low social 
scorers (Figures 11 and 12) . 
Between club members and non-club members, the greatest 
differences in opinion were with their preferences for race 
courses, with these facilities being more favored by club 
members. The specific differences in preference for the 
other individual facilities, however, did not seem to be as 
significant. Culmulative rather than individual differences. 
34 
Questions 
IOO 80 60 40 20 O 20 4.0 6p 8.0 IOO 
1 . 2 1 .  
1 . 2 0 .  
1.25. 
1.30. 
1 . 2 2 .  
Cross-country race ** 
courses 
Race courses/open areas C 
N 
Large parking sites 
N 
Commercial snowmobiling 
areas N 
Rest shelters C 
1.31. Right-of-ways across 
private land 
1.19. Sanitary facilities 
C 
N 
C 
N 
1.13. Cross-country trails/ C 
different return routes 
1.18. Picnic areas 
•= % Favor 
=  7 o  Oppose 
I I 
"I r 
IT 
H 
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Quest ions 
1.21.  More park ing areas (Yes-
No responses only)  
1.25.  Large park ing s i tes 
1.22.  Rest  shel ters 
1.31.  Right-of -ways across 
pr ivate land 
1.14.  Cross-country t ra i ls /  
connect ing open areas 
1.27.  Informat ion and danger 
s igns 
1.20.  Race courses/open areas 
1.19.  Sani tary fac i l i t ies 
1.28.  Emergency patro ls  
1.29.  Brochures 
1.21.  Cross-country race 
courses 
1.24.  Emergency supply caches 
1.26.  Tra i l  regist ry  boxes 
11.16.  Marked t ra i ls  
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F igure 12.  Faci l i ty  Preference Responses(High vs.  Low Socia l  Scorers)  
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therefore, were the most significant indicators of prefer­
ence . 
The differences in opinion between the high social 
scorers and low social scorers showed a little more diver­
sity. Some of the facilities showing the greatest differences 
of preference were better parking facilities (more areas and 
larger sitesj, rest shelters, information and danger signs, 
cross-country trails connecting open areas, and right-of-ways 
across private land. All of these were more favored by the 
high social scorers. 
Generally, except for commercial facilities and special 
snowmobiling areas, the preferences among both high social 
scorers and low social scorers were favorable. 
Control Preferences 
Snowmobilers, in general, favored most of the suggested 
controls (Figure 13), The most notable exception was the 
strong dislike for snowmobile registration. A factor in 
this, however, may have been the controversy over snowmobile 
registration at the time of the survey which may have ad 
versely affected the responses of a number of respondents. 
The most favorable response was that for safety regulations 
in congested areas. 
Differences of opinion between snowmobiler groupings 
were not very great. Tlie most significant difference between 
snowmobile clul) members and non-members was the greater 
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t ions for  congested 
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Figure 13.  Contro l  Preference Responses 
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opposition o£ club members to special off-limits areas. The 
greatest difference in opinion between high social scorers 
and low social scorers was toward noise limitations. Such 
limitations were much more favored by the low social scorers. 
High social scorers, however, indicated more of a preference 
for patrols of congested areas. 
Area Preferences 
Strong preferences were indicated for all of the area 
types mentioned (Figure 14). The strongest preference indi 
cations were for scenic trails, rolling terrain, old roads, 
and high alpine areas. The weakest preferences were for 
clear-cut areas and large open flat areas. 
The preferences of the snowmobiler groupings did not 
vary much from those listed above. The most notable excep­
tion was the opposition toward clear-cut areas expressed by 
the low social scorers. This question, however, may have 
been obscured somewhat by the concern of a lot of people in 
the study area over the forest management practices which 
produce clear-cuts. This was indicated both in the free 
responses on some questionnaires and in field interviews. 
The free responses not only supported the above summary, 
but added further specific snowmobiler preferences (Table 7). 
High areas, hilly or rolling terrain, and open areas were the 
most suggested types of terrain for snowmobiling. 
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TABLE 7 
TERRAIN PREFERENCES 
Free Response Categories Number o£ 
Responses 
High areas 16 
Bottom lands and valleys 2 
Hilly country or rolling terrain 36 
Flat areas 10 
Variety of flat to hilly terrain 6 
Open spaces 22 
Open hills or ridgetops 12 
Variety of open spaces and timber 2 
Lakes 2 
No lakes 2 
No obstructions such as ditches and creeks 2 
Area with obstacles (exposed stumps, rocks, etc.J 1 
As can be noted from the table, the high areas were more 
A 
often suggested than bottom lands and valleys, hilly or 
rolling terrain than flat areas, and open spaces than tim­
bered areas. Good scenery was also a notable demand (Table 8). 
Specifically mentioned were mountain views, wild game, and 
old mining towns. 
Although the type of snow conditions preferred was not 
specifically covered by the questionnaire, it was mentioned 
on a number of returns (Table 9). Plenty of snow was con 
sidered by a number of respondents as important, but specific 
comments varied. 
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TABLE 8 
POINTS OF INTEREST PREFERENCES 
Free Response Categories Number of 
'• ^ Responses 
Scenic 10 
Mountain views 2 
Wild game 3 
Good fishing lakes 1 
Old mining towns 1 
TABLE 9 
SNOW CONDITION PREFERENCES 
„ „ o ^ • Number of 
Free Response Categories Responses 
Plenty of snow 9 
Deep snow 5 
Unplowed logging roads 4 
Unbroken snow 2 
Lots of snow and drifts 
Enough snow to cover stumps and rocks 
Snow about 1 foot deep 
At least 2 feet of snow 
3 to 6 feet of snow 
Cross-country road with 3-10 feet of snow 
Right snow consistency 
Packed snow on trail 
Shallow powder on deep base 
Nice powder snow 
CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY 
The objectives of this study, as previously stated, 
were to identify snowmobiler use preferences toward manage­
ment activities and to identify possible user groupings. 
Such information is basic to understanding the needs of snow-
mobilers both for recreational planning and for further study. 
Snowmobilers in the vicinity of Missoula, Montana were 
used in the study. Although preliminary information was ob­
tained by observation and interview, mail questionnaires 
were used in the survey (Appendix A). This information 
showed snowmobilers to be a diverse lot. They go snowmobil 
ing for a variety of reasons ranging from work to just plain 
enjoyment. They have attitudes which range from those who 
enjoy being with many other people to those who are strictly 
"loners;" and from those who prefer highly developed snow-
mobiling areas to those who prefer no development at all. 
Most facilities and controls were generally favored in 
the present study. Commercial facilities and snowmobile 
registration, ho\\fever, were notable exceptions. This seems 
to suggest fear of both commercialism and control. The most 
favored areas for snowmobiling included scenic trails, old 
4 2 
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roads, and rolling terrain. 
Comparison Studies and Findings 
The results of the present study supported some of the 
findings of previous studies. Snowmobilers, generally, were 
interested in faraily activities. This confirms a similar 
finding of the American Snowmobile Association's Study (1969). 
Snowmobilers also enjoyed traveling with friends, but did not 
generally like meeting new people when snowmobiling. 
Cross-country trails were also strongly favored. The 
strong favor response of 82 percent in the present study for 
trails with different return routes was likewise supported 
by the Minnesota Study (Minnesota Department of Conservation, 
1970) which indicated a strong preference for loop trails 
(75 percent). The trail length recommendation of 15 to 25 
miles by the Minnesota Study was supported fairly closely 
by the data of the present study which showed an average of 
28 trail miles used by snowmobilers on a single trip. Both 
studies also show that it was favored that these trails be 
marked and trail maps be provided. 
Group Preferences of Snowmobilers 
Because of the wide variety of preferences, snowmobiler 
groupings needed to be explored. The test groupings chosen 
for analysis were: snowmobile club members, non-club mem­
bers, high social scorers, and low social scorers. The 
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differences between these groupings showed support of the 
hypothesis that preference groups do exist. 
The group responses to individual questions sometimes 
varied, but the overall trends were significant and generally 
predictable. Both club members and high social scorers 
showed greater tendencies to favor group and family activities 
and tended to travel in larger groups than did non-club mem­
bers and low scorers. They also tended more to favor such 
things as facilities and controls. Such information is 
valuable in identifying snowmobiler user characteristics and 
characterizing snoimobiler groupings. 
The results of the chi square test of significance showed 
that for at least a few of the question responses, the numeri­
cal data is statistically significant. This supports the 
hypothesis of snowmobiler preference groupings and reinforces 
the grouping trends already described. 
Other snowmobiler preference groupings may also exist, 
but the grouping data already identified is useful in helping 
to better understand the snowmobiler's desires. 
Management Implications 
Because of the wide variety of responses it is obvious 
that variety in planning is also called for. It would be 
helpful, however, if the manager would first identify his 
clientele and determine what user groups exist and for whom 
he wants to manage. In this way he can best provide for the 
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needs of each group and reduce possible conflicts between 
them. 
Due to the strong response favoring family and small 
group activities,from among the club members and high social 
scorers primarily, areas for intensive recreation should be 
provided to meet the needs of such groups. Although the 
preference is for numerous smaller group activity areas, 
indications are that larger areas would be acceptable as long 
as they were not crowded. The snowmobilers preferring such 
group activity tended also to favor facilities such as large 
parking areas, sanitary facilities, and information and dan­
ger signs. The only facilities that they tended not to favor 
were those of commercial implication. Although rest shelters 
and race courses were more favored than not, the large number 
of "doesn't matter" responses seem to indicate that these 
facilities were least important of those favored by a majority 
of snowmobilers. 
Snowmobilers participating in group activities usually 
recognized the need for certain regulations or controls such 
as safety regulations, noise limitations, and patrols of 
congested areas. These favored facilities and controls fit 
in well with possible management needs in such an intensive 
use area and are, therefore, recommended where needed. The 
widespread indication of concern on the part of snowmobilers 
over too much control, however, indicates that moderation 
and caution may be advisable in this area. It also suggests 
that such steps as public education and public involvement 
may be necessary. 
The provision of these facilities and controls in the 
high use areas will tend to encourage the use of these areas 
by some groups of people and discourage their use by others. 
This may help to balance use and reduce possible conflicts 
between people with differing social preferences. 
A significant number of snowmobilers indicated a desire 
to escape, get out by themselves, or enjoy nature. The needs 
of these users, who include most of the low social scorer 
group, should be considered also. Because of lower preference 
for facilities and controls among these users and the least 
physical need for them, their provision should be minimal. 
Most snowmobilers indicated a preference for trails. 
Cross-country loop trails of about 25 miles in length seem 
to be the most preferred. Old roads were highly favored and 
would probably be acceptable as trails, but variety is also 
desired and the use of such roads should not be exclusive. 
Since these trails would be used by all groups of snowmobilers 
they should be arranged to connect both mass recreation areas 
for group activities and some of the more isolated areas for 
people preferring to be relatively alone. These trails may 
include such minimal facilities as information and danger 
signs but facilities of other kinds should be limited to the 
more intensive use areas. Depending upon the situation, trail 
and snowmobile area brochures are also acceptable. 
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The variety o£ responses also suggests a need for snow-
mobiling opportunities in a variety of scenic areas and 
types of terrain. The preferred areas are those that are 
open, high and scenic, or with rolling terrain. Trails in 
these locations are desirable as long as other factors of 
management, such as protecting fragile areas, preventing 
disturbance of wildlife, and preventing forest user con­
flicts, are considered. 
Although these are suggestions as to what appeared to 
be most acceptable to snowmobiler users in the vicinity of 
Missoula, it should be remembered that conditions may change 
with time. It is suggested, therefore, that a continuing 
dialogue with the user and observation of his activities be 
established to keep management in line with actual user needs. 
Research Suggestions 
Although the study findings may suggest certain manage­
ment decisions, their most recommended use is that of providing 
a basis for further inquiry. In order to get more reliable 
data on snowmobiler preferences, further research is needed, 
especially in the area of identifying demand structure. It 
is recommended, therefore, that further studies continue the 
search for snowmobiler groupings and define their boundaries 
until a reliable demand structure can be identified. Behav­
ioral studies should be incorporated to test possible behav­
ioral differences between snowmobiler responses and actions. 
It is further recommended that studies give more considera­
tion to socioeconomic and psychological factors as they may 
have special significance in the identification of user 
preferences. 
This study has served as an exploratory search into some 
of the user preferences of snoivmobilers of the Missoula, Mon­
tana, area. It has also explored the possibility of group­
ings among these preferences. The results affirm the exis­
tence of preference groupings and suggest some trends among 
users and their groupings, but the parameters of these group­
ings need to be more adequately tested. The large number of 
statistically non-significant responses to questions bear 
this out. 
Even though the general differences between snowitiobiler 
groupings were not great, their significance gives further 
support for variety in management. It also suggests that 
further user samplings should continue to strive for sampl 
ing variety. For instance, even though club members give 
preferences similar to most other snowmobilers, the fact that 
significant differences still remain mean that a wider sampl 
ing than just club members must be considered. 
Snowmobile club members, on the other hand, can be a 
very helpful factor in the identification of certain more 
specific desires of snowmobilers. Since club members gave 
generally high preferences for family and group activities 
as well as certain controls, their views on these matters 
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should be explored more fully. Furthermore, they offer an 
identifiable group of concerned users whose support in the 
implementation of management decisions could be useful. 
It is hoped that this and further studies of the snow­
mobile user will continue to develop a demand structure both 
usable to the land manager and beneficial to the user himself. 
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A P P E N D I X E S  
APPENDIX A 
SNOWMOBILE QUESTIONNAIRE 
(Including Response Totals) 
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As a graduate student of Natural Resources Management 
at the University of Montana, I am making a study of the 
recreational desires of snowinobilers in this area as partial 
requirement for my Master of Science thesis. Since you are 
a snowmobiler in Montana, you are no doubt aware of the in­
creasing use of both our public and private lands for this 
new sport. To directly and effectively voice the needs and 
desires of snowmobilers themselves, I am asking for your 
opinions. Information you provide will be useful in my 
study and communicating your desires to those people 
formulating recreational plans for Montana. 
The attached questionnaire is for your convenience in 
expressing your opinions. Your help is important in de­
terminating the accuracy and the success of the study. 
Have a good year and thank you for your assistance. 
Sincerely , 
Wayne M. Quade 
School of Forestry 
University of Montana 
Missoula, Montana 59801 
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SNOWIOBILE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Note: Please feel free to expand on any of these questions 
or to add your comments based on your own experience 
or opinion. 
!• 1. Where do you reside? (town or locality) Missoula—39*3^ 
2. How many snowmobiles does your family own? 1.8 snowmobiles 
3. How long have you been engaged in snowmobiling? 3.h years 
4. Do you belong to a snowmobile club? Yes = 72.9/e No = 21% 
If yes, which club? (See T?r>le 1) 
5. ^•/hat do you use your snowmobile for? (Please check all 
appropriate answers) 
a. 6h.7 family riding 
b. hh.l club or group activities 
c. 10.2 organized racing 
d. 31-h work 
. e. 8^.6 trail riding 
^ f. 8l.It off-trail riding 
g. 22.0 in conjunction with other sports 
h. l6.1 other (please explain) (See Tables 2^3) 
6. Please indicate the order of importance of the following 
uses of your snowmobile. (1,2,3, etc.) 
a. 20.3 organized racing 
b. 1^0.7 work 
^ c. 83.7 trail riding 
d. 81.It off-trail riding 
e. 28.8 other (please specify) 
7. l\/hat activities do you do in conjunction with snowmobiling? 
(Please check all appropriate answers) 
a. 81.9 nature study and/or sight-seeing 
b. 60.3 photography 
c. 3h.^ hunting or fishing 
% d. 39.7 sledding or skiing 
e. 2$.9 camping 
f. 2 S . h  other (describe) 
8. About how many hours per week do you or your family go 
snowmob iling? 
Weekdays ^_._3_ Weekends 9.1 
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9. What times of the day do you usually do your snowmobiling? 
(Please check all appropriate answers) 
31.9 morning (before noon) 
% l i2 .L  afternoon (noon to 5:00 P.M.) 
2'^.7 evening (after 5:00 P.M.) 
10. Approximately what percent of your total snowmobiling time 
takes place after dark? 17.7 % 
11. About how many hours do you normally stay out when snowmobiling? 
(Do not include time spent in hauling your sno\™obile from place 
t o  p l a c e . )  6 . 2  
12. Approximately what percent of your total snox™obiling time 
takes place on public lands? 78.^ % 
13. About how many miles do you normally haul or transport your 
snowmobile to get to a snowmobiling area? 33.^ 
14. How many miles would you haul your sno^^7mobile Co get to a 
developed snowmobiling area? 38.1 
15. If you tour on your snowmobile, hov-; many miles do you usually 
cover? (round trip) 39»3 
How many of these are trail miles? 27.7 
16. About how many people and snowmobiles do you usually have 
with you in your own party when snowmobiling? (Include 
yourself and your snownobile.) 
7 .U people S'9 sno\\rmobiles 
17. About how many other people do you normally prefer to meet 
while you are snowmobiling? 
39.2 none 19.2 1 or 2 20,8 3 to 6 11«7 7 to 12 
% 
9.2 more than 12 
18. Have you ever left an area because you felt that it was 
overcrowded? _l£a.=50.9% No =li9.1^. 
19. When.' do you presently operate your snovvTnobile the most? 
(Please check only one answer.) 
a. 9.0 your own property d. Jj9.7_ Federal forests 
% b. 8.5 otner private property e. 2T^ state parks 
c. 23.8 state forests f. other (describe) 
20. In looking for an ideal spot to snowmobile, what would you 
look for? 
21. Would you like to see more parking areas for automobiles 
and trailers at the sno\™obile areas you use? Yes = 60.8^ No = 39.2% 
22. What special problems or hazards have you noticed in snow-
mobiling? (natural or man-caused) 
How, in your opinion, could these be corrected? 
23. What would you like to see done to improve sno\>7mobiling? 
Please indicate your preference for each of the following items 
in relation to snowmobiling. An expression of displeasure is as 
valuable as an expression of pleasure and can help guard against 
unwanted hindrances to snowmobiling as well as promote desirable 
benefits. Your added comments are welcome. 
1. An open area with a lot of other 
people but not crowded. 
2. An open area v,7ith only a few, or 
perhaps, no other people. 
3. Meeting a lot of other people on 
a trail. 
4. Meeting a few other people on a 
trail. 
5. Large open, t lat areas (lakes, 
f ields , etc.) 
6. Clear-cut areas. 
Strongly Doesn't Strongly 
Favor Favor Matter Oppose Oppose 
5.9 20.3 27.1 31.h 15.3 • 
39.1 ho.o IU.8 6.1 0 
2.6 5.1 23.1 l9.6 19.7 
8.5 lil.o 1)6.2 .9 
15.9 35.U n., 111. 2 2.7 
18.0 37.8 21.6 10.8 11.7 
Strongly Doesn't Strongly 
Favor Favor Matter Oppose Oppose 
7. Rolling terrain. U5.2 hh.3 7.0 3.5 0 
8. Wooded areas. 27,h 39.3 21^.8 5.1 3.I4 
9. High, alpine areas. h2.7 38.5 10.3 6.8 1.7 
10. Scenic trails. 52.1 39 .5 7.6 .8 0 
11. Old roads. U5.3 I42.7 9.h .9 1.7 
12. Cross country trail (return 
to start via same route) . 13.8 33.6 31.9 17.2 3.I4 
13. Cross country trail (return 
to start via different route) . ho.9 141.7 13.9 2.6 .9 
14. Cross country trail (connecting 
open areas for use). h3.6 36.8 16.2 3.14 0 
15. Cross country trail (point to 
point, pick-up service required). hA 9.3 3I4.3 I4O.7 11.1 
16. Marked trails. 27.0 38.3 20.0 10. l i I4.3 
17. Rated trails (easy, moderate, 
difficult) . 
28.3 28.3 3li.5 6.2 2.7 
18. Picnic areas. 11. 28.1 33.3 21.1 6.1 
19. Sanitary facilities, (outhouses, 
garbage cans, etc.). 
28.7 31.3 23.5 13.0 3.5 
20. Race courses (open areas). 15.5 18.1 39.7 16.U 10.3 
21. Cross country race courses. 12.7 25.1; . liU.l 8.5 9.3 
22. Rest shelters. 13.0 27.0 145.2 10.l i I4.3 
23. Commercial refreshment areas. I4.2 6.8 2U.6 30 .5 33.9 
24. Emergency supply caches. 11.3 35.7 33.9 15.2 .9 
25. Large automobile parking sites 
at popular snoiv/mobiling areas. 
21.7 32.2 25.2 12.2 8.7 
26. Trail registry boxes (for trail 
use data and emergency 
information). 
16.5 1;1.7 31.3 7.0 3.5 
27 . Information and danger signs. 3U.5 
U6.6 15.5 2.6 .9 
28. Emergency patrols. 21. 
36.6 31.3 6.3 I4.5 
29. Trail and snowmobile area 
brocliures. 
23.3 I1I4.O 25.0 5.2 2.6 
,nnobiling areas. 5.2 11.2 21.6 2h .l 37-9 
Scrongly Doesn't Strongly 
Favor Favor Matter Oppose Oppose 
31. Snowmobile right of ways across 
private land. 16.2 37.8 22.5 13.5 9.9 
32. General safety codes on public 
lands such as speed limits, right of 
way, etc. 
23.5 33.0 11.3 20.9 11.3 
33. Registration (similar to 
automobile registration). 13.0 17.h  6.1 21.7 Ll .7  
34. Special areas set aside for snow­
mobiling on public lands. ia.8 33.9 15.2 11.3 17.9 
35. Special areas excluding sno^'/mobiles 
and other motorized vehicles on 
public lands. 
22.0 22.9 11.0 16.5 27.5 
36. Maximum noise limitations. 33.3 35.1 19.8 6.3 5.1| 
37. Special safety regulations for 
congested areas. 
3h,8  h5.5 15.2 3.6 .9 
38. Patroling of congested areas. 25.7 38.5 19.3 11.9 .6 
39. Other (describe) 50.0 25.0 • 8.3 0 16.7 
Basically why do you go snowmobiling? (Please check all 
appropriate answers.) 
a. 8a.2 good family recreation 
b. 91«2 good way to enjoy the outdoors 
c. 73.7 good exercise 
d. ^9.6 excitement 
e. 87.7 appreciation of nature (scenery, wildlife, etc.) 
f. 1|3.9 to get away from people 
g. 29.8 other 
l\fliat do you most like about snowmobiling? 
PLEASE FEEL FREE TO MAKE ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ABOUT SNOWMOBILING 
BELOW; 
R Y M U C H  I  0  R  Y O U R  H E L P ! ! ! ! !  
APPENDIX B 
MASTER DATA SHEETS 
TABLE 5 
SOCIAL RESPONSE QUESTIONS 
(100%) (27%) (73%) (9%) High (14%) Low 
Questions Total Club Non-club Social Social 
Respondents Members Members Scorers Scorers 
SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO 
II .1 Open area with a lot of 
people, but not crowded 
6 20 27 31 15 
• 
3 
* * 
21 33 
* 
15 
* 
27 
* 
7 
• 
20 
* 
25 
• • 
38 11 
* 
40 50 
* 
0 
* 
0 10 
* 
0 25 
* 
50 
* 
13 13 
II .2 Open area with few people 39 40 15 6 0 33 36 24 6 0 42 42 11 6 0 
* * 
11 44 
* 
44 0 0 
* * 
53 38 
• 
6 0 0 
i * 
* •y Ir • • * * * 
II .3 Meeting a lot of people on 
a trail 
3 5 23 50 20 1 13 36 29 16 1 2 19 57 21 0 40 40 10 10 0 0 6 75 19 
II .4 Meeting a few people on a 
trai 1 
9 41 46 4 1 23 42 29 3 3 4 41 52 4 0 10 50 40 0 0 6 38 56 0 0 
Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N 
I. 4 Club member 27 73 100 0 0 100 60 40 25 75 
I. 18 Left an area because of 
overcrowding 
51 49 47 53 52 48 
* 
30 
* 
70 
• 
63 
* 
38 
R NR R NR R NR R NR R NR 
I. 5a 
I. 5b 
Family riding 
Group activities 
85 7 100 0 80 21 100 0 88 13 
44 48 88 13 27 73 80 20 50 50 
TABLE 5 (continued) 
NR m m NR NR 
I. 5c Racing (organized) 10 90 28 72 4 97 10 90 13 83 
1.6a Racing (organized) 20 80 41 59 13 87 30 70 19 81 
III.a Family Recreation 84 16 100 0 73 27 100 0 88 13 
I l l.f Get away from people 44 56 44 56 42 58 0 100 100 0 
no. of people no. of people no. of people no. of people no. of people 
0  1 2  3  6  7 12 >12 0  1-2 3-6 7 12 >12 0  1-2 3-6 7-12 >12 0  12 3-6 7-12 >12 0 1 -2  3 -6 >1 >12 
1.17 Number of people prefer 
to meet 
39 19 21 12 9 
* * * * *  
26 n 30 22 26 
"k  ̂ -k -k -k 
43 29 24 11 6 0 0 0 0 100 100 6 0 0 0 
people snbls. people snbls. people snbls. people snbls. people snbls. 
1.16 Average number of people 
and snowmobiles in party 7.4 5.9 12.0 10.1 5.8 4.4 8.6 8.0 7.2 4.9 
All figures in % unless otherwise labeled. 
0 = Percent of total respondents 
SF = Strongly favor 
F = Favor 
DM = Doesn't matter 
0 = Oppose 
SO = Strongly oppose 
Y = Yes 
N = No 
R = Response 
NR = Non-response 
* = Chi2 significant at .05 
(representative of the real numbers used) 
TABLE 6 
FACILITY RESPONSE QUESTIONS 
(100%) (27%) (73%) (9%) High (14%) Low 
Questions Total Club Non-club Social Social 
Respondents Members Members Scorers Scorers 
SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO 
I. 12 Cross-country trails/same 
return routes 
14 34 32 17 3 13 29 39 10 10 14 35 29 20 1 11 11 44 11 22 19 50 25 6 0 
I. 13 Cross-country trails/dif­
ferent return routes 
41 42 14 3 1 44 44 9 0 3 40 42 15 4 0 44 33 11 0 11 69 13 19 0 0 
I. 14 Cross-country trails/con­
necting open areas 
44 37 16 3 0 53 28 16 3 0 40 41 17 2 0 80 20 0 0 0 56 13 19 13 0 
I 15 Cross-country trails/pt. 
to pt. (pickup serv. req.) 
5 9 34 41 11 7 10 27 40 1 4 10 37 41 9 0 11 44 22 22 7 14 21 43 14 
I .16 Marked trails 27 38 20 10 4 
* 
45 
• 
13 
• 
19 
• 
13 
* 
10 
* 
20 
* 
48 
* 
20 
* 
9 
• 
2 50 20 20 0 10 25 38 13 13 13 
I .17 Rated trails 28 28 35 6 3 42 19 26 7 7 23 32 38 6 1 56 11 33 0 0 25 44 19 6 6 
I .18 Picnic areas 11 28 33 21 6 20 23 37 17 3 8 30 32 23 7 20 10 40 20 10 0 50 19 31 0 
I .19 Sanitary facilities 29 31 24 13 4 44 22 28 3 3 23 35 22 17 4 40 30 20 0 10 13 44 19 19 6 
I .20 Race courses/open areas 16 18 40 16 10 27 24 33 12 3 11 17 42 18 13 30 30 30 10 0 24 12 29 29 6 
I .21 Cross-country race courses 13 25 44 9 9 
• 
24 
* 
35 
• 
32 
* 
3 
• 
6 
• 
8 
• 
21 
* 
49 
* 
11 
* 
11 20 30 40 10 0 n 28 39 11 11 
I .22 Rest shelters 13 27 45 10 4 26 23 39 10 3 8 29 48 11 5 10 60 30 0 0 7 27 53 7 7 
TABLE 6 (continued) 
SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO 
II. 23 Commercial refreshment 
areas 
4 7 25 31 34 0 0 24 29 47 6 6 28 22 38 5 6 27 30 33 0 20 20 40 20 
II. 24 Emergency supply caches 11 36 34 15 1 19 32 36 10 3 12 39 33 17 0 10 50 30 10 0 13 38 25 25 0 
II. 25 Large parking sites 22 32 25 12 9 
* 
42 
* 
23 
* 
16 
* 
7 
* 
13 
* 
14 
• 
36 
* 
29 
* 
14 
* 
7 60 30 10 0 0 6 44 19 19 13 
II. 26 Trail registry boxes 17 42 31 7 4 22 41 28 3 6 15 43 31 8 2 20 40 40 0 0 13 38 38 13 0 
II, 27 Information and danger 
signs 
35 47 16 3 1 42 36 16 3 3 32 51 15 2 0 70 30 0 0 0 25 44 25 6 0 
II .28 Emergency patrols 21 37 21 6 5 32 29 26 3 10 17 40 33 7 3 33 33 22 0 11 27 27 27 20 0 
II .29 Trail and snowmobile 
area brochures 
23 44 25 5 3 
* 
42 
• 
19 
* 
29 
* 
7 
* 
3 
* 
18 
* 
53 
• 
22 
* 
5 
* 
7 30 50 20 0 0 31 38 6 25 0 
II .30 Commercial snowmobiling 
areas 
5 11 22 24 38 
* 
13 
* 
13 
• 
16 
* 
9 
• 
50 
• 
2 
* 
11 
• 
24 
* 
32 
* 
31 0 n 22 0 67 0 13 6 19 63 
II .31 Right-of-ways across 
private land 
16 38 23 14 10 24 38 24 7 7 13 40 21 16 10 25 63 13 0 0 19 38 13 13 19 
II .34 Special snowmobiling 
areas 
19 34 15 14 18 
* 
23 
* 
13 
• 
13 
•k 
13 
• 
37 
* 
17 
* 
42 
* 
16 
• 
15 
"k 
11 22 22 0 11 44 20 27 7 27 20 
Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N 
I. 2 More parking areas 61 39 64 36 61 30 89* 11 * 36* 64* 
Miles Mi les Miles Miles Miles 
1.14 Miles to get to developed area 38.1 33.8 40.4 31.3 16.8 
All figures in % unless otherwise labeled. 
TABLE 7 
CONTROL RESPONSE QUESTIONS 
(100°/) (27%) (73%) (9%) High (14%) Low 
Questions Total Club Non-club Social Social 
Respondents Members Members Scorers Scorers 
SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 so SF F DM 0 SO 
II. 32 General safety codes 24 33 11 21 11 31 25 13 25 6 21 37 13 17 12 30 20 0 30 20 19 25 25 19 13 
II. 33 Snowmobile registration 13 17 6 22 42 13 16 13 16 44 13 18 4 24 41 20 10 0 0 70 18 12 0 12 59 
II. 34 Special snowmobiling areas 19 34 15 14 18 23 13 13 13 37 17 42 16 15 n 22 22 0 n 44 20 27 7 27 20 
II. ,35 Special off-limits areas 22 23 11 17 28 
• 
16 
*  
10 
*  
10 
* 
23 
*  
42 
•k 
24 
*  
30 
• 
10 
• 
15 
*  
21 11 0 11 0 78 27 13 0 20 40 
II, .36 Noise 1 imitations 33 35 20 6 5 29 42 19 7 3 36 30 21 6 6 10 40 30 20 0 40 53 7 0 0 
II .37 Safety regulations for 
congested areas 
35 46 15 4 1 43 40 13 0 3 32 48 16 5 0 67 n 11 11 0 31 50 13 0 6 
II .38 Patrols of congested 
areas 
26 39 19 12 5 27 27 .20 20 7 25 43 19 9 4 33 44 n n 0 27 20 20 27 7 
All 1 f igures in % 
0 = Percent of total respondents DM = = Doesn ' t  I  natter 
SF = Strongly favor 0 = Oppose 
F = Favor SO = Strongly oppose 
* = Chi^ significant at .05 
TABLE 8 
AREA RESPONSE QUESTIONS 
Questions 
II.5 Large open flat areas 
11.5 Clear-cut areas 
11.7 Rolling terrain 
11.8 Wooded areas 
11.9 High alpine areas 
11.10 Scenic trails 
11.11 Old roads 
(100%) 
Total 
Respondents 
(27%) 
Club 
Members 
(73%) 
Non-club 
Members 
(9%) High 
Social 
Scorers 
(14%) Low 
Social 
Scorers 
SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO SF F DM 0 SO 
16 35 32 14 3 19 23 36 16 7 16 40 30 13 1 30 20 20 20 10 19 38 25 13 6 
IB 38 22 11 12 27 40 0 20 13 15 37 23 15 11 11 44 33 11 0 0 31 31 23 15 
45 44 7 4 0 55 39 6 0 0 43 47 7 4 0 60 30 0 10 0 47 27 20 7 0 
27 39 25 5 3 34 34 31 0 0 25 41 22 7 5 40 30 30 0 0 44 13 25 13 6 
43 39 10 7 2 52 39 3 3 3 39 39 13 8 1 36 36 0 9 9 50 31 13 6 0 
52 40 8 1 0 59 34 6 0 0 49 42 8 1 0 67 33 0 0 0 69 31 0 0 0 
45 4.3 9 1 2 50 41 6 0 3 44 44 11 1 1 46 36 9 0 9 87 7 7 0 0 
All figures in % 
0 = Percent of total respondents 
SF = Strongly favor 
F = Favor 
DM = Doesn't matter 
0 = Oppose 
SO = Strongly oppose 
